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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . It is hereby acl<nowleciged tliat the following papers have been received and 
placed on record in the file: Amendment B as received on 7-16-04. 

Claims 1,3-8, and 10-21 have been examined. 
Status of Claims: 

2. Claims 1 0, 1 1 , 1 8, and 21 are allowed. 

3. Claims 12, 13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Burch et al. in System and Method for Creating an Online Table from a Layout of 
Objects , Patent Number 6,088,708, hereinafter Burch. 

4. Claims 1, 3, 4, 5, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Burch and Brobst et al.. Apparatus and Method For Formatting a 
Web Page , Patent Number 6,061 ,700. 

5. Claims 7 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burch and Arora. Method and Apparatus for Implementing Web Pages Having Master 
Borders. Patent Number 6,311,196. 

6. Claims 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burch and Arora, supra and Cowart, Windows 3. 1, Special Edition, hereinafter Cowart. 
Burch teaches the website with the look and feel of an application program. 

8. Claim 1 9 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Brooks 
and Burch. 
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8. Claim 20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brooks 
and Burch supra and Brobst. Brooks teaches the ability to transmit a web pages to web 
browsers for display. 

9. Claims 2 and 9 have been withdrawn from consideration, in response to the 
applicant canceling the claims. 

10. Claims 6 has been canceled 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication in this or a foreign country or In public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

13. Claims 12, 13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Burch et al. in System and Method for Creating an Online Table from a Layout of 
Objects . Patent Number 6,088,708, hereinafter Burch. 

14. As in claim 12, with regards to the website looking and feeling like an application 
program, see claim 35(a). With regards to there being a processor for executing a web 
browser, see column 33, line 3. With regards to there being an input device, see 
column 33, line 4. With regards to there being a plurality of border cells, see column 29, 
line 62 and column 30, line 10. With regards to there being a center cell, see column 
29, line 19. With regards to there being a content webpage displayed in an inline frame, 
see column 29, line 23. With regard to the content webpage being displayed entirely 
within the inline frame, see column 24, lines 49-67. With regard to the border images 
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begin tiled end to end with in eacti cell to from the border around the inline frame, see 
figure 12 and the abstract of Burch. 

15. As in claim 13, with regards to a 4-sided border, see column 29, line 62 and 
column 30, line 10 of Burch. With regards to there being a table and cells that are 
invisible when the border web page is displayed, see column 30, line 27 of Burch. 

16. As in claim 15, in reference to the 8 border cells, see figure 12B, which is 
referred to by column 25, line 63 of Burch. In reference to each border cell holding an 
image, see column 25, line 45 of Burch. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

17. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

18. Claims 1, 3, 4, 5, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Burch and Brobst et al., Apparatus and Method For Formatting a 
Web Page . Patent Number 6,061,700. 

1 9. With regard to claim 1 , Burch teaches the website with the look and feel of an 
application program, see column 3, line 38 of Burch. With regard to the plurality of 
border cells, see column 25, line 37 of Burch. With regard to the center cell including an 
inline frame, see col. 29, line 19 of Burch. With regard to border cells that include 
border images, see column 29, line 62 and column 30, line 10 of Burch. With regard to 
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the content webpage being displayed entirely within the inline frame, see column 24, 
lines 49-67. With regard to the number of border cells surrounding the inline frame 
remaining fixed, see column 25, lines 37-55 and figures 14B and 14C. Burch doesn't 
note art regarding the ability to access and display a second content webpage in the 
inline frame. Brobst teaches a window structure similar to that of Burch. In addition 
Brobst teaches the ability to access and display a second content webpage in the inline 
frame (see page 1 , line 57 and column 2, line 59 through column 3, line 11). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to add the functionality to access and display a second content webpage in the inline 
frame. This would be seen as a beneficial in the way that like websites could be 
merged together to form a seamless viewing medium. 

20. As in claim 3, with regard to the border being a 4-sided border, see column 29, 
line 62 and column 30, line 10 of Burch. 

21 . As in claim 4, with regard to the table and cells being invisible when the border 
webpage is displayed, see column 30, line 27 of Burch. 

22. As in claim 5, with regard to the 8 border cells, see figure 12B, which is referred 
to by column 25, line 63 of Burch. With regard to each border cell holding an image, 
see column 25, line 45 of Burch. 

23. As in claim 14, Burch teaches the website with the look and feel of an application 
program, but he doesn't note art regarding the ability to access and display a second 
content webpage in the inline frame. Brobst teaches a window structure similar to that 
of Burch. in addition Brobst teaches the ability to access and display a second content 
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webpage in the inline frame (see page 1, line 57 and in column 2, line 59 through 
column 3, line 11). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to add the functionality to access and display a second 
content webpage in the inline frame separate from the previous. This would be seen as 
a beneficial in the way it would allow for a change in the viewing subject much like 
browser commonly know in the art. 

24. Claims 7 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burch and Arora. Method and Apparatus for Implementing Web Pages Having Master 
Borders, Patent Number 6,31 1 ,1 96. Burch teaches the website with the look and feel 
of an application program, but he doesn't include display the border and content 
webpage in a browser, make mention to proportionately resizing the display area and 
the border webpage and the content webpage, or mention a computer readable 
medium. With respect to claims 7 and 16, Arora includes the display of the border and 
content webpage in a browser (see page 1, line 57), and mentions resizing 
proportionally (see page 1 , line 67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made would include the display of the border and 
content webpage in a browser and a means for resizing proportionally. With regards to 
the displaying the border and content webpage in a browser, this would be beneficial to 
Burch's invention in it being an optional display means. With regards to the proportional 
resizing, Burch's invention would benefit form this in that it adds flexibility to his 
windows. 
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25. Claims 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burch and Arora, supra and Cowart, Windows 3.1. Special Edition, hereinafter Cowart. 
Burch teaches the website with the look and feel of an application program. Aurora 
teaches the display of the border and content web page in a browser (see page1, line 
57), and mentions resizing proportionally (see page 1 , line 67). However neither Burch 
nor Aurora specifically teach the ability to resize both the height and width of the center 
cell, with out changing the depth of the border. Cowart teaches setting the size of 
borders to be fixed, allowing the page to be resized, with the borders staying constant 
(see page 168, line 17, and figure 5.8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the Invention to give a browser looking like and application 
program this limitation. This would benefit the browser in that when one wants to resize 
they usually want to resize the window, not the border. 

27. Claim 19 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brooks 
and Burch. Brooks teaches a website display generated by a network server receiving 
a request for a content webpage stored In memory accessible to the server (see column 
3, line 39), and to transmit web pages to web browsers for display (see column 3, line 
18). However Brooks doesn't teach a plurality of border cells, each containing an 
Image, surrounding a center cell, containing an inline frame, the content webpage being 
displayed entirely within the inline frame, or the number of border cells surrounding the 
inline frame remaining fixed, as recited In the claims. Burch teaches a browser similar 
to that of Brooks. In addition, Burch further teaches a plurality of border cells, each 
containing an Image (see column 29, line 62 and column 30, line 10), surrounding a 
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center cell, containing an inline frame (see column 19, line 19). With regard to the 
content webpage being displayed entirely within the inline frame, see column 24, lines 
49-67. With regard to the number of border cells surrounding the inline frame remaining 
fixed, see column 25, lines 37-55 and figures 14B and 14C. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Brooks and Burch before him 
at the time the invention was made, to modify the browser taught by Brooks to include 
the border cells and center cell of Burch. One would have been motivated to make 
such a combination because the use of cells in a webpage can be used to easily 
partition space. 

28. Claim 20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Brooks 
and Burch supra and Brobst. Brooks teaches the ability to transmit a web pages to web 
browsers for display. Burch teaches a plurality of border cells, each containing an 
image (see column 29, line 62 and column 30, line 10), surrounding a center cell, 
containing an inline frame (see column 19, line 19). However neither Brooks nor Burch 
teach an ability to receive a second content web page. Brobst teaches a browser similar 
to that of Brooks and Burch. In addition, Burch further teaches the ability to transmit a 
second content web page (see page 1 line 57). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Brooks, Burch and Brobst before him at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the browser taught by Brooks and Burch to 
include the ability to receive a second content web page. One would have been 
motivated to make such a combination because the ability to view 2 web pages 
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simultaneously in one screen keeps the user from flipping between two web sites to 
view information. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

29. Claims 10, 11, 18, and 21 are allowed. 

30. The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: The applicant 
has combined the previously objected matter of claims 10 and 18, with their 
corresponding independent claims 1 and 12. The applicant has, however, maintained 
that claims 1 and 12 are allowable by them selves, to which the examiner maintains the 
rejections, supra. 

31 . Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be subnnitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Response to Arguments 

32. The arguments filed on 7-1 6-04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Reasons set forth below. 

33. The applicants' argue that Brobst doesn't teach the replacement of a first content 
webpage with a second content webpage. 

34. In response the examiner respectfully submits that Brobst teaches, in column 2, 
line 59 through column 3, line 1 1 , the operation of viewing web pages over the Internet 
where upon the user entering a URL, the browser provides specified web page to the 
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user. It would be obvious tliat tliough one content webpage Is current being displayed 
that another could replace it in the interface. 

35. The applicants' argue that since claim 12 is amended to recite that in response to 
a resize command the border images are retiled accordingly, it should be allowable for 
the same reasons as 1 0. 

36. In response the examiner respectfully submits that, the claim has not been 
amended to present all of the same limitations presented in claim 10, and therefor the 
rejection is maintained, supra. 

Conclusion 

39. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis G. Bonshock whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4047. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 6:30 a.m. - 4:00 
p.m. 

40. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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41 . Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications Is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://palr-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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